82                   Panchapadika

This 'samskara samutthatva" (emergence of the impre-
ssion) is common to both experience and memory. But in
memory it is the mere 'samskara' that brings fourth the
awareness of the object; whereas in perception there is also
the contact of the object with the sense organ. Even though
they have an identical object, they have differ ent causes.

Do 'smriti jnana' and 'jnananumana' (remembered
knowledge and inferred one) differ because of a difference
in their objects ? Or because of a difference in their resp-
ective causes ? Or because one takes the form of a refere-
nce to ^that5 (which was experienced) and the other does not
to do so ?

Since both have the same object which gives knowle-
dge, the first alternative is to be rejected. Since both are
based upon the same 'samskara' we cannot admit of any
difference in their respective causes.

Then there remains the third alternative. Memory is
said to have the form of reference to that ('sa ity akarah').
What is this 'sa ity akarah' ? Does this mean the object as
qualified by the place and time which are not the here and
the now ? Or does it mean the integration of the previous
experience ? Does it mean that which has arisen from the
'samskara' of the previous experience ? The first alterna-
tive is common also to inference which too involves the
place and time which are 'paroksha' (not innediate Or
direct.)

Regarding the second alternative, we have to ask whe-
ther it is the integration of the mere previous experience ?
Or is it the integration of that knowledge which is its cause?
The former is common also to 'jnananumana' (inferential